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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance in view of the foregoing amendment and the following 
remarks are respectfully requested. Applicants have amended claims L 3 and 4 without 
prejudice or disclaimer. Claims 8 ■■■ 17 are cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer and claim 
i 8 is added. 

Rejection of Ciah ns 1, 3, 4 and 6 Under 35 U.S. C. § 1 02(e) 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-4 and 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Cobbley et ul (U.S. Patent No. 5,818.510} ( ''Cobbley et ai/'). Applicants have amended 
claim 1 to recite a method comprising the steps of classifying a media collection as program 
content versus commercials, identifying segments within classified program content based on 
speaker voice characteristics, synchronizing certain recognized speech from the speaker in each 
identified segment with closed captioning to extract, stories, indexing the media collection to 
create a index library based on the identified segments and synchronized speed-, receiving in a 
server a search query to the index media collection for the user, searching the index library to 
identify a set candidate programs based on the search query and presenting at a client device of 
the user the set of candidate program segments for the user to browse and select. Applicants 
respectfully submit that claim 1 is patentable over Cobbley et ai. Notably, Applicants submit 
that Cobbley et a!, failed to teach or suggest the step of synchronising recognized speech iron.'! 
the speaker in each identified segment with closed captioning to extract stories. Applicants also 
submit that this is not suggested in the combination of art cited. Applicants respectfully submit 
that claim 1 and dependent claims 3-7 are patentable and in condition for allowance. 

Rejection of Claims 8-13 Under 35 U.S.C. §l**3(a) 

The Office Action rejects claims 8-13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cobbley ei al. in view ofHoflert et ai. ('U.S. Patent No. 5,983, 1 76} (Hoffert a ah) in view 
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o v ^ x Vcm \o (> ,! ^\>iiii Diraitrova**}. Applicants have cancelled these claims 

utthout prejudge, thus rendering tbi^ rejection moo?. 

Rejection .of Claim s 5 and 7 Uader 35 U.S.C. §103<a) 

The Office Action rejects claims 5 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cobbiey ct al. in view of HoiTert et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5.983,176) rHoffert et a!.";. 
Applicants traverse the Examiner's position that it would be obvious to one ur skill Irs the art to 
combine these references. However. Applicants have amended claim I as set forth above 
Inasmuch as claims 5 and 7 are dependent from claim 1. Applicants submit thai these claims are 
patentable. 

Rejectio n of Claims 14-17 Under 35 U.S.C 810300 

The Office Action rejects claims J 4-1 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cobbiey et al. In view of Dinmrova and in view of Halverson (U.S. Patent No. 6,523,061} 
("Ralverson*'}. Applicants have cancelled these claims without prejudice or disclaimer. Thus 
rendering thus rejection moot. 

Applicants have added a r.e^ vkm. .fc J_utreu.es u. v 4ei _o v dco n* e\ v or« 
delivery. Applicants submit that tot ^m a? aan 1 is x\ tosm tlvu -c^.^ckicvx , Jit cl in 
1 H is patentable. However. Appi «.art\ no c »h u Uai e i s J f » % u *u> ~" v < ir 
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